
TENNESSEE STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION
BEFORE THE ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE

IN 11’: Alheri Smith
[Ls. I, Map 31, CtinuI ‘lap I Wilson Lull!’

Parcel iIu S.I jflY
Residential Prnpertv

;L. L’LLL 2iO

INFIIAI. DECISION ORDER

.riIhtIU pit C

FIlL’ oijiilv .s’c’tr iI’rrpeny j -sL’slr LuIt’c[l die stiIije*t I’Ipatv

!r tax FiLL1]._lsL’s as IuUiis:

land :a]Lic - lniprłVCiiiCflt a]uc_ *Fn:aI LILLC

An *ppeal has hccr, filed on behalf of the properly owner ‘‘‘h the StalL’ R&ard

hL1u.,Ii/,ltiu]i on July ,. 2Iii.

macicr was reviced I,’ the IJi,ki-ii.iic.l adpiiiiiiiraite l:iL ]LLl].L!.&’ ptirstjaiit

to Teiinece Code Attiltilaled iC ‘ § ,- - I 2. 6T-- I 50] and 67-5-i 515. flits

WaN conducted on Fcl’ruan 2s. 2000 LLt rltc Vjlson Ct,univ Property ,‘esflr’s

chico: present at he ]ic;lI!’li wL-i& Albert Smith. il]iacn Smith the son .11111

…a!llcnator. Bonnie Smith the daughter and uiisrv;iluii md cta!tic Sm;tk. tile

tax pn V C] S, who represented hem so] c, jimmy I _eck e. the Wi] si iii nun v Pu pefl

s,nr and LII Vlitiv ;llLll KL’ Ii Wnodard aho lroin lbr he ‘ ik1in flLiIltv I’i.lpL’iI

:eslu ‘s Lift C.

IN, ci and is cj Lu

ilie subjeti ]lropercv eliJL’isF% ota pa eel ol hind 2 Lint acc*-’, ,c,tLetl Ii Nuii;i lIe

III l,chaiiuii. LJIL]essek.

Mr. William St,ith was the pokesperson cr the fami ‘lu. Sintth stated that the

land ‘‘as a v,tea’it paftrl chat is ]ll! litelililo prxIueing arnl not tciiahle lr Iesclpnienr.

lie 1’iclv IrLJer]Lrt is an ,ld hod iii ‘li,cEc ILlS nIcer stocos old wpifle]it: Mr. Albert

Sinnh is the former proprietor olAlbert Smcth E.ntetpnse he dernoltshcd buildings.



The basis t- va]uaticin :1% Iated in Tennessee oie Annotated

provides un [dci alit part that I]he value if all pnpc’ty EiaIl be ;icri;ti,icsi ham thc

evieitee ol its st,ijntl. intrinsic arid i’:’’i’tuliate aLiL. [ft LLI]ia-.Cx iii sale bcivcc,i a

willing seller and a willing buyer ‘iIhout wnstderrtinri ofspcculative lames

General appraisal wrcieipEe reLULte that He market, t and income appra’adre

to ‘;iluc’ tic LISCII whenever ptixs’l’:c. .-pl’r;Iixai l:htihLlie. /k .4/!fhIfl!?J / ‘*raTr at

50 md N2 hi’ a1 2ml{Fl lLoiiever, L-erLLin approaches to wiliie tO be

rileanhli 101 tiLe’ ,ttmCr with respect to a s1,ectfc ‘pc tifpm-LTeflv and 1uch i lofted in the

cirrcl’jlioii ut vaLue iILllutluts to dctcmiine he tin0] vlue eslmn,a!e The value indicators

miNt tic iuttoctl lit Three catceones: ii the amount and rcliatntilv iithe laila collected iii

each apprt ae h 2 he inherent S c: igth s and coLa es.s Cs of nick’ approach; antI 3 ‘lie

ailee at c:LdFj uipt’mu,;tch to the stil,tcet olilic .11’pr:niLLl. II at 9Y7-rtft

llic rilue Ii! l’C dctcnnineit in the prescilt ca’C k n’aiken ‘ilij nier.i]l

aeccptcd lebnition of market alue for ad valcrcn tax purposes i that ii is be most

probable pt-tee LpIc.’sel it, ienn at money that a properly would hnng tt cxpscs1 bin

SIlL’ fl the uu[en market at art ani,i’s icngih Irazt>aetiu’tt l,ctceeeii a 0 illiLtg seller ant] 1

‘illing buvLn bath il wtioni are knowledgeable c&uilccrn,iurg all lie Uses to which it

adapted and fir uliieh it is capable oFbeing usctL /d. at 21-22.

‘Ilte a,ni,,itt,Itic ittiLge tinds that hEre hutr :iarkct v:Il’ic’ of tjhic-cl hmnrlicII ix lit

J’ntitry I, 2ttt5 c&rIrslrtuCcs the relevant tsstuc. The atl:riirrrstnic;e iushc lads hat the

Ase sr rico t .* ppea!s Co m t isa ii has repcaicJ I’ rejected argit It cults H sed upon the

intoujit Eiy which an appraisal has tiicrcaacl as corrsL’LILIL’JIcc at IL’:iplr.Lis.Lt. h-ar

c’aitptc, the Conti,ti>soo rtjeeted such an argument in 1.8. KLci/t h. Hhicthv otiiity.

Tax Years I I and I ULi2 reasoning in pertinciit part is [i’ll i *S

he late or inlcrc:Nc ii, the acscs.s]ilC,rl uit tie stjb1cct pIOpeflV
sittee lie lost rc;llpr:uJ.Ll ore Lit last Car ntit he ;tlanninghut is not
evidence tt-.ut lie **IlLie IS iyric1g. It is conccivahk thai v;,lijc’ r,itv
clr;ingc dramatically for sonic poi5cctiex. evcIt ovcr Ski -lia:t ii tULle

asaycor.

Iitc best csi]crcc i’tthe preserui ‘:iluc tit :t reii]ciuti.Jl prt’pertv
is veltei*tIl’* sIr’s i’ Irrormertics r-u’iirp:tr:ttilc to tic- ‘iilr]t’ci.
cotiiparuh[c UI EhLtILrLTh clc,irtt to value. Perk’ct ccimp.irabilnts is
riot rctbiireI. liLa :clcvjitt WI ]crcticc should be cx1,lained arid
accounted or by reasonable adi List iii ents - It c I detic e L t a sale is
presented without the required analysis of comparability, rt is
difficult or impossible for us to use tire alc as an inducator rut value,

- Final Decision and Order at 2 Iiiivr’vcr, the A’sesstird’rt
*-ppeals Cr!lllitttsciuuut hi’ tIed that t;tsr’ amy irrelevant to the



rssLa 11%-ajue. Sec -11/? .. J’L!I-c; f/ume. tSI:cThv .0., *Ia.
car

.lter lIL,re reviewed ;jIl Ii ILIeIee LII e.i,v, the itlr’’Ir;ilive o’dee Iiritk

that :hc hi [‘aver’ ] L* 11,1 .iiried t:!1CIT LI:IcI: ,IIILI that i:ic >UhCCL plIperR should

rvmain at the prevotisIv lLed alae.

Snuc..- he la’p:t>ei are appealan’ I tIle of lie

Uc,uIll BI,;Irl ‘‘I E ]LI;l!I7.atLIIl. Ihe burden C p liii tllL taxpaci See State I4LIJ]

of LquaIi;.ntion RL;Ic 13 tU_I_. hi arid bn .IfJ.uine oil U7I I. i.*flII*.S

Int,vj/ /‘.! 1i211 S..2cI 515 lejin .pp ]‘S[

1l,u *I .L.[’.lCis IlL’*c III s.LI;lireI IILLL: burd-,I.

It i,. I]icrei,.rv ORI}-RF-l ‘hat tile tiih,’,i,w :dLL enhilin hl >C:Lr .ILI I

.1lII ‘**flue - - IIlllI*LfreTIIclt a]LIe lt’L nIus .-ScItlC]I!
51 _IIUO SI ‘I {IIKI T5IlII

INN RllIl-.R OR] E-!<I-D UnIt am appliehle hearing elsis he .leseLI pLrmiIa:i kI

Tech: n1fe ..nn_ flT-S -c 5111111 ‘rid State BL:IL ,1 ] ir,L:L]L/atn,m, Rule ONIII- I-. I’

PuNuajit to the Vitilorm AJlI]lhlistralive Procedures Act. lenIl. LKLr Ann. 4-5-

.uI Terirt nn 6_S_IhI[ arid he I<Ldes olC’n:e>ted Case PrucelLire I

lie ‘!:uIe lktcLi tPfEquall,.;LIIoTi, the panles ;re :ldrciE iIlFic tb]r LILA rcIILydIes

A purtv ItL:Iv appeal tub decision .hit! lI-lit Ill lie .scssInent ‘]‘p1I]

C,m’nlsacin pursuant ic IcILfl. lt]e Ann. 0-5-I 50! LIILJ Rule O60I-I-.l2 ‘I lie

*J CISC Procedures of ‘he Share Ru.u’l 1 OLIIL:ilI/;Ii I[!i:. 1 011 Code

AiLrill-aIcd i:-llhle pxiLIt-s that ;Ln appc-,II mint hr filed withi’t thirty 311 dnys

from the date the iHitial decision is sent." R u:!e 1600-]-. 12 II the 7111 e ted Case

]‘r’cetLLLre iifthe Staic Board i1 liuLiaIipJIjtIci iro’i, Ie [nit the ,::peal be filed with the

I’&CLLIIc SLer CLII’ ii the State H ,‘RI JIlL1 hit he Il]iIWIl identiiv tlrt allegedly

erroucous f.i,di,iis of Fact ai’&or conclusions of law in the inilial order’; or

2 A party ii IIV p tI F I ri tar tee nsxterat i ri ot this I ec i sh ti aol order

II’ lirui. ode ALIIL _ WIlilill litteci, tI:’vs .1 We eIhirv kit IILC Urler.

I 11< pena’Ii hr rccnnsidLL-LtJon niust state the >:ecilic enlLLrds L:noit which ;cict

I I i<;ol: II h.c. ‘h; p;il1ic lh.i 2 ctiteiiienularY. l-ioIi!il 1k:
I,,:, luIleI I Iii i Ii: nI:.III- LlllliC 1,. ..‘SII l;l. ‘:L I, I’lLt LI’c



rcqustcd. The Ilium of a ],crton mr rcconL 1rJ:’c,n is not prcquisitc lur scckirig

adInmlsLrL,[ive or Eudicial ItvIew UI

A party lflJV li’i SI.’’ cI:cti’cjIes I IlK dcLISLtpn a nil i’riicr

pIIruanI to cnn. ,dc Ann. 1-5 16 withrI seven 7 days l eni ry of the urdci -

This order does ii&’l bcwme lilial wail n tikitl ccrtjficnic is issued by the

Ac’s]iiciiL Appeal. imm,iul liI,c,;,l cL1LIiclIcN are nUrnh,tl JSLJcd ccv*IlLv-lI&

T hivs ‘Ilertlie eiu!rv t,tlhc jnjija! lccisioii ‘nd 1110 prt li;i ;ipp.tktl

IXIERED this t44I Ll;Iv ofMaj-ch, 20’

RI! }l.I.FN LH -

.ADMINISlRATI F JUL.GL
TENNESSEE DiI’ART’IFN OF STATE
ADMINESTftTIT; PROCED.’RIS OVISIys

cc: Mr. Albert South & 1r. William Smith. Lapovc:r
Jini’ny [ucke. ‘i] 51:1 Counrv Propert .-‘ ssi’rs Office
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